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Machelle M. Hill, appellant, appeals the trial court’s judgment convicting her of
injury to a child causing bodily injury. After accepting a guilty plea, the trial court recessed
the proceedings to allow the preparation of a Pre-Sentence Investigation (PSI). The case
was reconvened for a sentencing hearing wherein the State introduced, and the trial court

admitted into evidence, the PSI. The only other evidence admitted at the hearing was a



witness called by appellant. Subsequently, the trial court found appellant guilty of the
charged offense and sentenced her to five years in prison. Appellant filed an appeal.t

Appellant's counsel has filed a motion to withdraw together with an Anders? brief.
Through those documents, she certifies to the Court that, after diligently searching the
record, the appeal is without merit. Accompanying the brief and motion is a copy of a
letter sent by counsel to appellant informing the latter of counsel's belief that there is no
reversible error and of appellant's right to file a response, pro se, to counsel's
Anders brief. So too did counsel provide appellant with a copy of the clerk's and reporter's
records, according to the letter. By letter dated May 5, 2020, this Court notified appellant
of her right to file her own brief or response by June 4, 2020, if she wished to do so. To
date, no response has been received.

In compliance with the principles enunciated in Anders, appellate counsel
discussed potential areas for appeal. Those areas included 1) plea admonishments, 2)
appellant's competency, 3) the voluntariness of her guilty plea, and 4) range of
punishment. However, she then explained why the issues lacked merit. We conducted
our own review of the record to assess the accuracy of counsel's conclusions and to
uncover arguable error pursuant to In re Schulman, 252 S.W.3d 403 (Tex. Crim. App.
2008), and Stafford v. State, 813 S.W.2d 503, 508 (Tex. Crim. App. 1991) (en banc). No

issues of arguable merit were uncovered, however.

1 Because this appeal was transferred from the Second Court of Appeals, we are obligated to apply
its precedent when available in the event of a conflict between the precedents of that court and this Court.
See TEX. R. ApP. P. 41.3.

2 See Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738, 744-45, 87 S. Ct. 1396, 18 L. Ed. 2d 493 (1967).


https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=538fe207-8369-42e5-a1da-0e642c5bfa97&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5YG4-JM91-JCRC-B35W-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=10618&pdshepid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5YFR-HFF1-J9X5-Y551-00000-00&pdteaserkey=sr5&pditab=allpods&ecomp=kxdsk&earg=sr5&prid=46e2b26c-0358-4257-901d-06266529a64b
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=538fe207-8369-42e5-a1da-0e642c5bfa97&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5YG4-JM91-JCRC-B35W-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=10618&pdshepid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5YFR-HFF1-J9X5-Y551-00000-00&pdteaserkey=sr5&pditab=allpods&ecomp=kxdsk&earg=sr5&prid=46e2b26c-0358-4257-901d-06266529a64b
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=538fe207-8369-42e5-a1da-0e642c5bfa97&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5YG4-JM91-JCRC-B35W-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=10618&pdshepid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5YFR-HFF1-J9X5-Y551-00000-00&pdteaserkey=sr5&pditab=allpods&ecomp=kxdsk&earg=sr5&prid=46e2b26c-0358-4257-901d-06266529a64b
https://advance.lexis.com/document/documentlink/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=6fad9285-6737-44ad-8311-d3b6963ed058&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A3S4X-FXK0-003B-S4J1-00000-00&pdpinpoint=PAGE_744_1100&pdcontentcomponentid=6443&pddoctitle=Anders+v.+California%2C+386+U.S.+738%2C+744-45%2C+87+S.+Ct.+1396%2C+18+L.+Ed.+2d+493+(1967)&pdproductcontenttypeid=urn%3Apct%3A30&pdiskwicview=false&ecomp=2sn3k&prid=538fe207-8369-42e5-a1da-0e642c5bfa97

Accordingly, the motion to withdraw is granted and the judgment is affirmed.3

Brian Quinn
Chief Justice

Do not publish.

3 Appellant has the right to file a petition for discretionary review with the Court of Criminal Appeals.
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